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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1. Claim 5 is objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c), as being of 
improper dependent form for failing to further limit the subject 
matter of a previous claim. Applicant is required to cancel the 
claim(s) , or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper 
dependent form, or rewrite the claim (s) in independent form. 

The recitation of claim 5 is substantially identical to 
that of parent claim 3, insofar as there does not appear to be 
any functional difference between "altering" and "adjusting" the 
recited "sharpness values" . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 
U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly- 
pointing out and distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant 
regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 7-8, 11-15, 24-25, & 28-32 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

In claim 7, lines 2-3; claim 8, lines 2-3; claim 24, lines 
2-3; and claim 25, lines 2-3, the recitation of altering values 
of the input image data "to values below a commonly desired 
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value" appears to contradict the recitation in parent claims 1 & 
19 that the operation of the claimed system and method "over- 
enhances" the image data. 

In claim 11, lines 1-2, the phrase "the saturation values 
altering circuit or routine" lacks proper antecedent basis. 
Parent claim 10 recites the element "a saturation values 
altering circuit or routine" as one of a set of alternatives, 
only one of which is necessarily present (thus, there would be 
no antecedent for this element if one of the other alternatives, 
but not this one, is selected from the list) . 

In claim 12, lines 1-2 and claim 13, lines 1-2, the phrase 
"the black level altering circuit or routine" lacks proper 
antecedent basis. Parent claim 10 recites the element "a black 
level altering circuit or routine" as one of a set of 
alternatives, only one of which is necessarily present (thus, 
there would be no antecedent for this element if one of the 
other alternatives, but not this one, is selected from the 
list) . 

In claim 14, lines 1-3, the phrases "the luminance values 
altering circuit or routine" and "the altered black level value" 
lack proper antecedent basis. Parent claim 10 recites the 
elements "a luminance values altering circuit or routing" and "a 
black level altering circuit or routine" as items of a set of 
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alternatives, only one of which is necessarily present (thus, 
there would be no antecedent for this element if one of the 
other alternatives, but not one of these, is selected from the 
list) . 

In claim 15, lines 1-2, the phrase "the luminance values 
are altered" lacks proper antecedent basis. Parent claim 10 
recites the element "a luminance values altering circuit or 
routine" as one of a set of alternatives, only one of which is 
necessarily present (thus, there would be no antecedent for this 
element if one of the other alternatives, but not this one, is 
selected from the list) . 

In claim 28, line 1, the phrase "altering the saturation 
values" lacks proper antecedent basis. Parent claim 27 recites 
"saturation values" as one of a set of alternatives to be 
altered, only one of which is necessarily selected (thus, there 
would be no antecedent for this element if one of the other 
alternatives, but not this one, is selected from the list) . 

In claim 29, line 1, the phrase "altering the black level 
value" lacks proper antecedent basis. Parent claim 27 recites 
"black level value" as one of a set of alternatives to be 
altered, only one of which is necessarily selected (thus, there 
would be no antecedent for this element if one of the other 
alternatives, but not this one, is selected from the list) . 
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In claim 31, line 1-2 and claim 32, lines 1-2, the phrase 
"altering the luminance values" lacks proper antecedent basis. 
Parent claim 27 recites "luminance values" as one of a set of 
alternatives to be altered, only one of which is necessarily 
selected (thus, there would be no antecedent for this element if 
one of the other alternatives, but not this one, is selected 
from the list) . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or 
a foreign country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one 
year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

5. Claims 1, 6, 8, 10-11, 19, 22, 25, & 27-28, insofar as 
claims 6, 8, 11, 25, & 28 are understood, are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Eschbach et al (5450217). 

Re claims 1, 6, 10, 19, 22, & 27, Eschbach et al (5450217) 
discloses (Figures 3-4; column 6, line 43 - column 7, line 39) a 
system and method for generating modified image data. An input 
image modifying circuit (digital filter 110; column 3, lines 61- 
66) operates to enhance an image feature (saturation) . An 
intermediate image modifying circuit (limiter 112, color space 



Application/Control Number: 10/046,148 
Art Unit: 2625 



Page 6 



transform 200; column 7, lines 8-19 & 32-39) limits the enhanced 
saturation (thus altering its "over-enhanced" condition) and 
further alters another image feature (luminance) . 

Re claims 8, 11, 25, & 28, the limiter 112 alters the 
saturation of the image data to below a desired value (1) . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 17-18 & 34-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Eschbach et al (5450217) in view of 
Applicant's Description of Related Art. 

Re claims 17-18 & 34-35, Eschbach et al (5450217) does not 
specify the use of the final output image as a background image 
for checks . 

Applicant's Description of Related Art discloses (paragraph 
0002) the use of images as background images for applications 
such as checks. 
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Eschbach et al (5450217) and Applicant's Description of 
Related Art are combinable because they are from the field of 
image processing. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art to use the output image of 
Eschbach et al (54 50217) as a check background image of the type 
described in Applicant's Description of Related Art. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been for 
the decorative purpose described in Applicant's Description of 
Related Art . 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Eschbach 
et al (5450217) with Applicant's Description of Related Art to 
obtain the invention as specified in claims 17-18 & 34-35. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 2-5, 9, 20-21, 23, & 33 are objected to as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if 
rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations 
of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

9. Claims 7, 12-16, 24, 26, & 29-32 would be allowable if 
rewritten to overcome the rejection (s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd 
paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of 
the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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10. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication 
of allowable subject matter: 

Re claims 2-3, 7, 9, 16, 20-21, 23-24, 26, & 33 (and 
dependent claims 4-5) , insofar as claims 7 & 24 are understood, 
the art of record does not teach or suggest the recited 
arrangement of an initial over- enhancement of sharpness or 
contrast followed by a modification of the over-enhanced 
sharpness or contrast in conjunction with a modification of 
another image feature . 

Re claims 12-14 & 29-30, insofar as they are understood, 
the art of record does not teach or suggest the recited 
arrangement of an initial over- enhancement of black level 
followed by a modification of the over-enhanced black level in 
conjunction with a modification of another image feature. 

Re claims 14-15 & 31-32, insofar as they are understood, 
the art of record does not teach or suggest the recited 
arrangement of an initial over-enhancement of luminance followed 
by a modification of the over-enhanced luminance in conjunction 
with a modification of another image feature. 

Conclusion 

11. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
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Ikeda, Taylor et al, and Aach et al disclose further 
examples of multiple stages of image modification. 
12. Any inquiry concerning the contents of this communication 
or earlier communications from the examiner should be directed 
to Stephen M. Brinich at 571-272-7430. 

Any inquiry relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding or any inquiry of a general nature concerning 
application processing should be directed to the Tech Center 
2600 Customer Service center at 571-272-2600 or to the USPTO 
Contact Center at 800-786-9199 or 703-308-4357. 

The examiner can normally be reached on weekdays 7:00-4:30, 
alternate Fridays off. 

The examiner's unit designation has been changed from "Art 
Unit 2624" to "Technology Division 2625" (as of March 20, 2006) . 

If attempts to contact the examiner and the Customer 
Service Center are unsuccessful, supervisor David Moore can be 
contacted at 571-272-7437. 

Faxes pertaining to this application should be directed to 
the Tech Center 2600 official fax number, which is 571-273-8300 
(as of July 15, 2005) . 
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Hand- carried correspondence may be delivered to the 
Customer Service Window, located at the Randolph Building, 401 
Dulany Street, Alexandria, VA 22314. 

Stephen M Brinich 
Examiner 

Technology Division 2625 

smb 

March 29, 2006 



